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The quantitative study examined the perception of principals in Minnesota elementary 
Reward Schools (also known as turnaround schools) regarding their leadership practices with 
reference to transformational leadership. Data for the study were collected from principals’ 
responses to the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by Kouzes and Posner.  
 
The study acknowledged that transformational leadership has great potential to effect 
meaningful change in turning around schools; the principals in the study reported the highest 
frequency of engagement in the leadership practices of Enable others to Act, Encourage the 
Heart, Model the Way, and Challenge the Process. The fifth and last practice, inspire a Shared 
Vision, was not selected as a practice in which principals’ frequently engaged.  
 
In addition, the study’s research found that principals ranked maintain focus on student 
learning and related goals; developing a feeling of mutual accountability among staff, and 
providing clear expectations as the top three essential leadership skills among eight developed by 
Herman et.al (2008) to use to further student achievement. The study provided insight into the 
types of leadership practices and skills that could positively impact student achievement in low 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Narrowing the achievement gap has been a priority issue on the agenda of educational 
reform in the United States for decades. In 1983, the national report entitled “A Nation at Risk” 
was highly critical of American public education, claiming other countries were outperforming 
American schools (U.S. Department of Education, A Nation At Risk, 1983). The report outlined 
specific details that were believed would improve the quality of American schools: extended 
time, improving teacher quality, examining content, and assessment methods for students (U.S. 
Department of Education, A Nation At Risk, 1983). As a result, governmental officers, business 
leaders, politicians and others called for school reforms and greater accountability.  
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act was signed into law by President Bush in 2002 to 
increase public school accountability. The bill was signed almost two decades after “A Nation at 
Risk” and signing the act into law was an attempt to address the inequalities in education, since 
“too many of our neediest children are being left behind” (No Child Left Behind—ED.gov, 
2001). The law established minimum qualifications for teachers and paraprofessionals and goals 
of all children to achieve a state defined proficiency levels by 2013-2014.  
Over the years, the NCLB legislation received increasing criticism, and, consequently the 
U.S. Department of Education established a goal to turn around the nation’s lowest performing 
5% of schools through a School Improvement Grant (SIG) program, which provided states with 
criteria for identifying eligible schools and enabling competition among Local Education 
Agencies (LEA) to secure School Improvement Grant (SIG) funding (School Improvement 
Grants, 2018). At the same time, the U.S. Department of Education made school turnaround a 
key component of its Race to the Top (RTTT) competition for states and later for Local 
Education Agencies (LEA).  
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In 2009, President Barack Obama’s administration made funding available through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) to improve the School Improvement Grant 
(SIG) program and focus on turning around 5,000 low performing schools nationwide (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2009). The SIG program was the latest in the federal policy initiatives 
to reform education at the school and district levels from the U.S Department of Education and 
required applicant school districts to commit to one of the four federally approved school 
transformation models: the turnaround model, the restart model, the school closure model and 
the transformation model (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). 
In 2011, Congress acknowledged the practical challenges inherent in the implementation 
of some of the provisions of NCLB; the turnaround models and created opportunities for states to 
revise their accountability structures (Flexibility and Waivers, 2012).The Elementary and 
Secondary School Flexibility waiver (also known as the “Waiver”) provided opportunities to 
gain greater flexibility in exchange for rigorous and comprehensive state developed plans 
(Flexibility and Waivers, 2012).  
Minnesota applied for and received U.S Department of Education approval for the ESEA 
flexibility waiver, which provided the opportunity to craft a state-specific plan for education and 
to implement a new system of accountability for schools (Minnesota ESEA Flexibility Map 
Page,  2015). At the foundation of the accountability system was a Multiple Measurement Rating 
(MMR) that replaced Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) as the primary measurement of school 
performance ( MMR, How it works,  n.d.). Using the MMR, schools were designated as Priority, 
Focus, Continuous Improvement, Celebration eligible and Reward schools. Reward schools were 
those that ranked highest on the Multiple Measurement Ratings (MMR) scale (Minnesota ESEA 
Flexibility Map Page,  2015).  
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The principals of these turnaround schools were challenged with the task of closing the 
achievement gap and raising achievement for all students. Those who failed to do so were held 
responsible and subject to a series of sanctions ranging from dismissal, (being fired), to closing a 
low performing school. Educational policy standards also demanded that the principals meet 
standards and ensure effective applications of those standards (Educational Leadership Policy 
Standards; ISLLC 2008, 2008).  
In light of these demanding tasks, knowledge of the best way to prepare and develop 
highly qualified leader/principal candidates was sparse (Darling-Hammond, Lapointe, Meyerson, 
& Orr, 2007). Research in the last decade suggested that leadership programs failed to equip 
leaders and principals with the skills needed to build thriving schools (Styron & LeMire, 2011). 
A number of studies identified specific leadership practices and skills of effective leaders. 
Transformational leadership was one of those practices that was supported by several researchers 
(Bass, 1996; Bass & Avolio, 1994a). Leaders’ effectiveness rests on their ability to select and 
implement the best leadership practices that will highly impact student achievement (Herman et 
al., 2008).  
Understanding schools are transformed and improved by their leaders, and how those 
leaders perceive their leadership in the transformation process, is of central importance to the 
study. The study intended to examine the perceptions of select principals of high performing 
elementary turnaround schools (Reward schools) with regard to leadership roles and practices 
they employed in turning around their schools and then, relate their leadership practices to the 





Statement of the Problem 
Although several years have passed since the implementation of the turnaround school 
model, there is a need to understand how leadership practices support student achievement. 
Some schools that received school improvement grants achieved positive results and 
demonstrated exemplary performance levels in state examinations, student growth, graduate 
rates, and in closing the achievement gap (Leithwood, Harris, & Strauss, 2010). Understanding 
this, it would seem valuable to undertake an inquiry to identify effective school improvement 
leadership practices in select turnaround schools. The transformational leadership theory by 
Kouzes and Posner provided a model of leadership practices that may facilitate “turning around” 
low performing schools.  
Significance of the Study 
The results of the study may assist principals of low performing schools in developing an 
effective model of practice that may be employed to promote student academic achievement and 
meet accountability standards in their efforts to turn around their schools. School leadership 
programs may use the study’s findings to teach effective practices to practitioners and school 
systems in Minnesota in order to affect achievement gains for students in all schools. 
Theoretical Framework 
The study adopted a conceptual leadership framework developed by Kouzes and Posner 
to examine the leadership practices of turnaround school principals and relate those leadership 
practices to the five practices of exemplary leadership identified in their research. Kouzes’ and 
Posner’s research was conducted for nearly 30 years and has been recognized, by many 
researchers, as demonstrating highly effective leadership practices (Taylor, 2002). The 
leadership framework included the following five practices: Model the Way; Inspire a Shared 
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Vision; Challenge the Process; Enable Others to Act and Encourage the Heart (Kouzes & Posner, 
2007). These practices are discussed below. 
Model the Way:  model the behavior expected of others (positive role model); lead from 
beliefs, word and deed; demonstrate values and beliefs; and follow the person, then the plan. 
Inspire a Shared Vision: envision the future by imagining, exciting & ennobling possibilities; 
bring others in to a shared vision by appealing to shared aspirations. 
Challenge the Process: seek innovative ways to change, grow, & improve; experiment 
and take risks by generating small wins and learning from mistakes. 
Enable Others to Act: promote cooperative goals & build trust; strengthen others by sharing 
power and discretion. 
Encourage the Heart: recognize individual contributions to the success of every project; 
celebrate team accomplishments regularly. 
The study employed the use of the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI-SELF) as a 
measurement tool to determine the extent to which the leadership practices identified by Kouzes 
and Posner appeared in turnaround elementary schools in Minnesota and also determined how 
principals of turnaround schools ranked essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al, 
(2008). 
Purpose Statement  
The purpose of the study was to seek principals’ level of engagement with five 
Leadership Practices in select Minnesota elementary Reward (turnaround) Schools based on the 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2017). In 
addition, using eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al. (2008), the study 
sought to find how principals of turnaround schools ranked ordered these leadership skills and 
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their level of confidence in using these skills to bring about change in their schools. The results 
of the study can be used to assist principals in identifying essential leadership practices and skills 
to improve student achievement in low performing elementary schools.  
Research Questions  
The following questions were developed to guide the study: 
1. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) schools perceive 
their leadership practices in relation to five practices of exemplary leadership (LPI-
SELF)? 
2. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) schools rank the 
importance of eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et.al as having an 
impact on turning around low-performing schools? What did principals report as their 
confidence in using these essential skills to bring about change in their schools?   
Assumptions 
 It is assumed that the schools that are studied have implemented the turnaround program 
with the fidelity that was intended by the program developers. It is also assumed that the school 
turnaround intervention model can be implemented in different types of schools, regardless of 
their specific contextual make-up. It is assumed that the principals of the select turnaround 
schools are knowledgeable about the leadership practices that positively influenced the increase 
in student achievement.  
Delimitations 
• The study uses a small sample size, which limits statistical application and the ability 
to be generalized to larger populations. It is recognized that the principals of the 
select Minnesota turnaround schools who participated in the study may not have been 
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the principals primarily responsible for the turnaround effect. The study used only the 
LPI-SELF instrument to gain the perception of the school principals.  
• The study is limited in scope and more information is needed to better understand the 
findings in terms of demography, geographical location, leadership training, 
experience and professional category.  
Definition of Terms  
• Adequate Yearly progress (AYP): Student performance based on proficiency, 
participation, and attendance or graduation rates. Based on the measurement, schools, 
districts and states are held accountable for student performance under Title I of the 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB.) Under the waiver, that goal is replaced with a new 
goal of reducing the achievement gap in half within six years. Under the waiver, there 
are no sanctions attached to not making AYP (Wiley, Mathis, & Garcia, 2005). 
• Celebration Eligible: Schools that score 16-40% on the MMR scores. These schools 
are identified every year (MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012). 
• Continuous Improvement:  Schools, which rank the bottom 25 percent on the MMR 
in Minnesota. Within this group, schools are required to develop improvement plans 
but don't need state approval for the plan. The schools are required to set aside 20% 
of their Title I funds to implement the plans ( MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012)  
• Focus Schools: Title 1 schools with Student Gap Groups that are among the lowest 
performing in the state according to state assessment results ( MDE, Data Center, 
August 12, 2012). 
• Multiple Measurement Ratings (MMR):  An alternative measurement and ranking 
system that the state of Minnesota presented to the U.S. Department of Education. 
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The MMR score measures how the school is performing based on test scores, 
graduation rates, and student growth ( MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012). 
• Priority Schools:  Schools that had been identified as among the lowest-performing 
five percent of Title I schools in the state over the past three years, or any non-Title I 
school that would otherwise have met the same criteria ( MDE, Data Center, August 
12, 2012)  
• Reward schools: Model schools in the state of Minnesota that comprise the top 15% 
on the MMR score. These schools represent the highest-performing schools on the 
four measurements. Currently, the reward for these schools’ performance mainly 
comes through public recognition. These schools are identified annually (MDE, Data 
Center, August 12, 2012).  
• Turnaround schools: a dramatic and comprehensive intervention in a low-performing 
school that produces significant gains in student achievement within two academic 
years (Mass Insight, 2007). 
• Title I, Part A (Title I): Part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as 
amended (ESEA) provides financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs) 
and schools with high numbers or high percentages of children from low-income 
families to help ensure that all children meet challenging state academic standards 
(Title I, Part A Program,  2018).  
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I includes introduction, a problem statement, significance of the study, 
theoretical framework, purpose statement, research questions, assumptions, delimitations and 
definition of terms. Chapter II provides a comprehensive review of literature that supports the 
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conceptual framework of the study. Chapter III contains the methodological approach of the 
study Including the research questions, participants, human subject approval, instruments for 
data collection and analysis, research design and treatment of data, and procedures and time line. 
Chapter IV discusses study findings and results and Chapter V provides summary, conclusions, 





Chapter II:  Review of Literature 
Introduction 
The purpose of the study was to seek principals’ level of engagement with five 
Leadership Practices in select Minnesota elementary Reward (turnaround) Schools based on the 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2017). In 
addition, using eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al. (2008), the study 
sought to find how principals of turnaround schools ranked ordered these leadership skills and 
their level of confidence in using these skills to bring about change in their schools. The results 
of the study can be used to assist principals in identifying essential leadership practices and skills 
to improve student achievement in low performing elementary schools.  
The literature review examined each of the following areas: 
• Overview of leadership theories 
• Kouzes and Posner transformational leadership  
• School leadership and student achievement  
• Leadership practices  
• School turnaround models  
• Leadership practices of principals of turnaround schools.  
Overview of Leadership Theories 
Leadership is one of the most widely researched social science topics today. According to 
Burns, (1978) leadership is one of the most observed phenomena on earth, but the least 
understood. In the last two decades research identified different types of leadership theories such 
as the great man theory, trait theory, contingency theory, behavioral theory, transactional theory 
and transformational theory. Despite this plethora of theories, there is no comprehensive theory 
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and meaning of the term leadership (Day, Zaccaro, & Halpin, 2004). “There are nearly the same 
numbers of leadership definitions as there are people who have attempted to define it” (Stogdill, 
1948, p. 7).  
According to Yukie, Gordon, and Taber (2002), in all these theories, leadership is defined 
in different ways in terms of traits, behaviors, influence, interaction patterns, role relationship 
and occupation of an administrative position. For example, the great man and trait theory focus 
on leaders’ dispositions and, suggested individuals must possess three important categories of 
skill to lead, technical, human and conceptual skills (Northouse, 2018). This is often referred as 
skill-based leadership theory, which emerged as one of the leadership theories in 1955, when 
Robert Katz published “Skills of an effective administrator”. According to Katz, good leaders 
develop a set of skills over time and that included technical, conceptual and human skills. 
Technical skills are specialized skills related to education in a school setting and involve 
knowledge and understanding of the methods, processes, procedures, or techniques of 
instruction. Human skills are the ability to work as a group member and the leaders’ primary 
concern is working with people and building cooperation within the team they lead. Conceptual 
skills include the ability to see the system as a whole, and set the vision for the organization 
(Katz, 1955). Mumford and his team (2000) expanded on this approach and identified problem-
solving and social judgment, as additional skills a leader need to develop. Critics of the theory 
however hold that traits vary widely from situation to situation, thus a person does not become a 
leader based on the possession of traits alone (Bryman, Stephens, & a Campo, 1996). 
The literature on turnaround schools (Herman et al., 2008) emphatically stated the need 
for strong leaders who have the competencies required to turn around a failing school. According 
to Herman, turnaround leaders have the capacity to analyze data, notice patterns and underlying 
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issues that may be the cause of low student achievement, and act on the data in a focused and 
uncompromising manner (Herman et al., 2008). They create a sense of urgency as well as a sense 
of mutual accountability among all staff members at the school by communicating clear 
expectations that instruction is the first priority and by consistently monitoring the impact of 
instruction on student learning and holding teachers accountable for results (Herman et al., 
2008). The most effective leaders accomplish both short- and long-term results by building the 
capacity of school staff and encouraging shared leadership rather than acting in a dictatorial 
manner. Finally, turnaround leaders model initiative and persistence by doing more than is 
required and facing and overcoming barriers rather than using them as an excuse for poor 
performance (Herman et al., 2008;  Public Impact, 2008).   
Behavioral theory focused on leadership behavior as a means of identifying the best way 
to lead and proposed that specific behaviors differentiate leaders from non-leaders.  
In 1939, Kurt Lewin conducted a classic study of leadership, and this involved three 
styles of leadership: autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire (Bryman et al., 1996). Another 
study conducted by Ohio State University found two major dimensions of leadership either of 
which could be high or low and were independent of one another: initiating structure and 
consideration (Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004). Initiating structure was the extent to which a leader 
is likely to define and structure his or her role and those of subordinates in the search for goal 
attainment. Consideration is when a leader has job relationships characterized by mutual trust, 
respect for subordinates’ ideas and regard for his/her feelings.  
The University of Michigan study further expanded the Ohio studies and focused on 
employee centered and job centered activities of leaders emphasizing interpersonal relationships 
and technical or task aspects of the job (The University of Michigan Studies, 2009). These 
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studies found that groups who have leaders who were employee-centered were more productive 
than leaders who were job centered. Blake and Mouton (1975) developed a managerial grid 
composed of five categories that are based on concern for production and concern for people, 
and suggested that it was better to be high on both dimensions indicating that both task 
orientation and employee orientation are crucial to work performance (Blake & Mouton, 1975). 
The contingency theories suggested that a leadership style is dependent upon the appropriate 
match of leadership traits and skills with the situation (Blake & Mouton, 1975). A leadership 
model such as the Fiedler’s contingency model proposes a proper match between the group 
performance, the leader’s style and the degree of control of the leader. The model stated that 
effective leadership depends not only on the style of leading but also on the control over the 
situation (Fiedler, 1996). 
 The Managerial grid theory by Robert Blake and Mouton was another step in 
understanding the dimensional behavioral aspects of leadership expressed on a continuum on a 
scale from 1 to 9 (Molloy, 1998). In summary, contingency theories contend that there was no 
one best way of leading and that a leadership style that is effective in some situations may not be 
successful in others. 
Transformational leadership prevailed as an appropriate leadership model since the 1990s 
in order to respond to the restructuring initiatives of schools (Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson, & 
Wahlstrom, 2004). The idea was conceptualized by James McGregor Burns who explained and 
leadership as transactional or transformational. Transactional leadership is initiated solely by the 
formal leader and is based upon the exchange of valued goods such as money, resources, time 
recognition or praise between the leader and followers. Transformational is based upon the 
fulfillment of higher order needs such as self- esteem, self-actualization and is based upon a 
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model of principled morality. The model is grounded in the needs and values of both leaders and 
followers and is a mechanism for the authentic empowerment of followers (Burns, 2004). This 
idea expanded to non-educational contexts by Bass, (1985), who viewed leadership as a 
continuum of transactional and transformational.  
Transformational leadership has been recognized as a model of leadership in the 
classroom by the work of Bernard Bass in 1985. According to him, transformational leaders 
exhibit four transformational leadership behaviors in their daily interactions with the staff or 
subordinates: intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, idealized influence 
(charisma) and inspirational motivation (Bass, 1985). The transformational theory considered 
leaders’ relationships with followers and viewed leadership as dynamic process where leaders 
mobilize others to get extraordinary things done (Bass & Avolio, 1994a). According to Kouzes 
and Posner (2002), leadership is the art of mobilizing others to want to struggle for shared 
aspirations.  
Kouzes and Posner Transformational Leadership 
 Kouzes and Posner co-authored the Leadership Challenge, an inspirational and evidence-
based book that identified five best practices of an exemplary leader. The following section 
describes the practices from the Leadership Challenge book (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).  
Model the way. “Model the way” is the first of the five exemplary leadership practices 
mentioned in the leadership challenge. According to Kouzes and Posner (2002) leaders model 
the way by setting an example and by aligning shared action with shared values. Modeling the 
Way allows leaders to build their credibility and trust. Kouzes and Posner stated, “If people don’t 
believe in the messenger, they won’t believe the message” (p. 46). In order to effectively model 
the behavior of they expect of others, Kouzes and Posner (2002), stated that leaders must be clear 
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about their guiding principles. They must find their own voice, and should stand up for their 
beliefs, so, they must have some beliefs to stand up for. Modeling the way is essentially about 
earning the right and the respect to lead through direct individual involvement and action. People 
first follow the person and the plan (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).  
Inspire a shared vision. The second exemplary leadership practice is “Inspire a Shared 
Vision.” Inspiring a shared vision is the ability of a leader to see a potential future and motivate 
others to pursue it. According to Kouzes and Posner (2007), Leaders are able to accomplish this 
through a unified purpose that benefits the entire organization and its constituents. Common 
purpose comes from listening to their constituents and determining what is best to the team. 
Kouzes and Posner stated, leaders must “see and feel how their members interests and 
aspirations are aligned with the vision (p. 141). The authors also argue that leadership is a 
dialogue not a monologue and leaders must enlist the support of their constituents by having 
intimate knowledge of peoples dreams, hopes, aspirations, visions and values (Kouzes & Posner, 
2002). They acknowledge that leaders need to command commitment and inspire a shared 
vision. Leaders have a “ a desire to (Kouzes & Posner, 2002). make something happen, to change 
the way things are, to create something that no one else has ever created before” (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2002, p. 15).  
Challenge the process. “Challenge the Process” is the third exemplary leadership 
practice. The leadership practice promotes the belief that those who lead others to greatness seek 
challenge. Successful leaders know well that innovation and change involve experimentations, 
risk and failure and bring change through incremental steps and small wins. According to 
Kouzes and Posner, transformational leaders make positive change and search for opportunities 
to make change through innovative ways. They challenge the status quo and to make change 
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happen, they must be farsighted and the change must challenge everyone to be effective. In an 
effort to create positive change, leaders challenge others to try new approaches and must be 
“willing to search for opportunities to innovate, grow, and improve” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 
164)  
Enable others to act. “Enable others to act” is the fourth fundamental practice identified 
by Kouzes and Posner and included behaviors such as establishing collaboration, relationship 
building and successful delegating. Kouzes and Posner (2007) stated, “Leaders enable others not 
by hoarding the power they have but by giving it away” (p. 215). Leaders want their followers to 
be proactive to be able to act. A team must foster collaboration in order to be successful. They do 
this by promoting cooperative goals and building trust. Kouzes and Posner wrote that a key 
realization for all leaders is the need to develop cohesive and collaborative teams, with trust as 
the framework. It is now recognized that collaboration is one of the consistent, key components 
of success for today’s leaders (Kouzes & Posner, 2007).  
Encourage the heart. “Encourage the Heart “is the last exemplary leadership practice 
mentioned in the leadership challenge According to Kouzes and Posner (2007) encouraging 
others is strengthening followers to be leaders on their own, at all times. The authors stated 
“Leaders must keep hope alive, even in the most difficult of times” (Kouzes & Kouzes, 2003, p. 
349). Effective leaders show genuine appreciation for each individual and reward people for their 
efforts as part of their contribution to the success of the organization (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
The authors suggested that leaders should facilitate a sense of appreciation by building “ a 
culture of collective identify and community spirit that can carry a group through extraordinary 




Leadership Practice Inventory 
Principal leadership practices significantly impact teaching and learning and researchers 
confirm that school leadership is second only to classroom instruction as an influence on student 
learning (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). However, research on the use of 
valid tools to understand the leadership practice was limited (Hallinger & Heck, 1996).  
Kouzes and Posner developed the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI) using the personal 
best quantitative and qualitative research results (Kouzes & Posner, 2003b). It was developed to 
empirically measure the conceptual framework developed in the case studies of manager’s 
personal best experiences as leaders when they had accomplished something extraordinary in an 
organization (Kouzes & Posner, 2003b).  
A considerable body of educational research has established the predictive validity of the 
LPI and the model approaches leadership as a measurable, learnable, set of behaviors. Leaders, 
who engage in the five practices more frequently, achieve better results than those who engage in 
them less frequently (Interactive leadership associates, 2015). 
School Leadership and Student Achievement 
School leadership is second only to classroom instruction as an influence on student 
learning and much of the research conducted in the last 2 decades indicated a relationship 
between student achievement and school leadership. There seems to be consensus that principals 
impact student learning outcomes in varying degrees (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Robinson, Lloyd, 
& Rowe, 2008; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2004). 
Hallinger and Heck reviewed 40 studies and described how principal’s leadership 
influenced student-learning outcomes. Their review found that principals wield a significant but 
indirect effect on school effectiveness and student achievement through setting the vision, goals 
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and tone for a school but also thorough creating school structure and building organizational 
culture. This indirect effect makes a case for the importance of principal leadership practices in 
connection to their focus in on instruction (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). 
Marzano (2003) examined the relationship between school leadership and student 
achievement and found a strong correlation existed between principal leadership and student 
achievement. A meta-analysis of all available research on school leadership that covered for 
more than 30 years (1970-2005), found that there exists a correlation, second to teaching, 
between the leadership behaviors of the principal and the average academic achievement of the 
students. (No direct link was discovered between student achievement and principal leadership. 
However, principals do share an indirect link with student success due to their effect on the 
school culture, environment, and teachers (Larsen, 1987; Leitner, 1994). 
Waters et al. (2004) further analyzed the studies in 2005 and looked for specific 
behaviors related to effective principal leadership. Twenty-one responsibilities of a school leader 
were identified that included affirmation; change agent; contingent rewards; communication; 
culture; discipline; flexibility; focus; ideal/beliefs; input; intellectual stimulation; involvement in 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment; knowledge of curriculum, instruction and 
monitoring/evaluating; optimizer; order; outreach; relationships; resources; situational 
awareness; and visibility (p. 42). These responsibilities validated many of the leadership theories, 
but also provided new insights into the nature of school leadership. The researchers concluded 
that effective leaders understand the changes linked to school achievement and tailor their 
leadership practice accordingly (Waters et al., 2004).  
Leithwood and Jantzi (2007) also stated “leadership is second only to classroom 
instruction among all school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at school” (p. 
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3). Their research also concluded that there are “no documented instances of troubled schools 
being turned around without intervention by a powerful leader” (p. 3). With these two claims, 
Leithwood, Seashore, et al. (2004) suggested three core practices in leading schools successfully; 
setting direction, developing people, and redesigning the organization.  
Robinson et al. (2008), in their study on leadership impact on student learning, found five 
leadership dimensions having moderate to significant impact on student learning based on effect 
size. The five dimensions termed as student - centered leadership are: a) promoting and 
participating in teacher learning and development b) planning, coordinating, and evaluating 
teaching and the curriculum c) establishing goals and expectations; d) strategic resourcing, and  
e) ensuring an orderly and supportive environment. Among the five leadership dimensions, 
leading for teaching learning and development through formal and informal learning 
opportunities was found to be the most significant leadership dimension having the greatest 
effect. According to Robinson “the most powerful way that school leaders can make a difference 
to the learning of their students is by promoting and participating in the professional learning and 
development of their teachers” (p. 104). Similarly, the researchers also found the three additional 
leadership dimensions that had positive impact on student learning, which included: a) creating 
educationally powerful connections, b) engaging in constructive problem talk, and c) selecting, 
developing, and using smart tools (Robinson et al., 2008). 
Leadership Tasks, Functions, or Practices 
Hallinger and Heck (1996), Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003), Leithwood and Jantzi 
(2007), and Robinson et al. (2008) recognized one or many of the following leadership practices: 
(1) Setting Direction, (Motivation), (2) Developing People, (Ability), (3) Redesigning the 
Organization (Setting) and (4) Improving Instructional Program.  
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Setting direction is about motivating people through the establishment of a shared 
purpose. The major practices in this category are building a shared vision, communicating the 
vision, fostering the acceptance of group goals, and demonstrating high performance 
expectations. Vision is the direction in which the leader seeks to move and goals are specific 
targets that need to be achieved in pursuit of the vision (Hallinger & Heck, 2010a). A properly 
conceived vision serves as a filter for the myriad of daily decisions a principal is asked to make 
and, according to Robison, vision and goals greatly impact student learning. Leaders need to 
articulate and share that vision and provide the necessary resources and support to improve 
achievement and motivation for all students (Robinson et al., 2008). 
The major practices in developing people include individualized support, intellectual 
stimulation and serving as a model (Leithwood & Strauss, 2009). Developing people means 
building collaborative work cultures that develop the long-term capacity for change (Leithwood 
& Strauss, 2009). Principals need to provide individualized support, develop teacher’s 
knowledge and skills and provide the necessary resources to support the implementation of 
school improvement program. They also provide intellectual stimulation by re-examining some 
basic assumptions and stimulate thinking towards student achievement (Leithwood & Strauss, 
2009). According to Linda Darling-Hammond, professional development has to be directly 
connected to daily work with students and, related to content areas; organized around real 
problems of practice instead of abstractions; continuous and ongoing and able to provide 
teachers with access to outside resources and expertise (Leithwood & Strauss, 2009).  
The specific practices included in redesigning the organization include: building 
collaborative cultures, restructuring the organization, building productive relations with parents 
and the community, and connecting the school with its wider environment. When re-designing 
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the organization, principals build collaborative cultures, provide productive relationship with 
families and communities and connect the school to community (Leithwood & Strauss, 2009). 
Reorganization of a school involves changes in student’s behavior, norms, shared attitudes, 
values and beliefs expectations and relationships developed over time. Changes that address 
school culture require collaboration between school and community (Leithwood & Strauss, 
2009).The specific practices in managing the teaching and learning program/improving the 
instructional program are staffing the teaching programs, providing teaching support, monitoring 
school activity, and buffering staff against distractions from their work. The main purpose of this 
practice is to create productive working conditions for teachers by fostering organizational 
stability and strengthening the school’s infrastructure. This function focuses on the coordination 
and control of instruction and curriculum and involves three primary leadership practices: 
supervise and evaluate instruction, coordinate the curriculum, and monitor student progress 
(Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 2010b; Leithwood, 2006). 
School Turnaround Models, Definition and Strategies   
The United States government on-going commitment to school turnaround reform was 
reflected in the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, (ESEA, 2001), 
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation in 2001 (No Child Left Behind—ED.gov.), and its 
reauthorization in 2011 and 2015. 
In 2011, the United States Department of Education released schools from provisions of 
NCLB to soften the consequences of failure to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) (Education 
at a Glance, 2016). The NCLB wavier persuaded states to adopt the common core standards and 
design specific systems for ensuring student achievement. States agreed to adopt college and 
career standards, new educator evaluation systems, and to identify additional schools that are 
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underperforming (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). Minnesota was one of the forty-three 
states that asked for waivers. The waivers, often referred to the Race to the Top, were initiated by 
President Barack Obama’s administration to provide funding to states and specified four 
turnaround models for those qualifying for Race to the Top (RTT) and School Improvement 
Grant (SIG) funding (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).Local Education Agencies had to 
choose from one of the four-turnaround models as defined by the U.S. Department of Education 
(2009). These models included: 
1. School Closure. This model was intended to offer students a better chance for success 
at another school. The school is closed and the students attended other schools 
including charter schools or new schools in the district (Herrmann, Dragoset, & 
James-Burdumy, 2014).  
2. Restart. This model assumed that private operators will foster greater innovation and 
improvement than public school districts. In this model a school is closed and 
reopened under the direction of a charter management organization or an education 
management organization (Herrmann et al., 2014).  
3. Turnaround. This model was designed “to bring in new, highly qualified staff, and 
new programs, training, and support” (Herrmann et al., 2014, p. 2). In this model, 
schools must adopt a new governance structure, and the principal and at least half of 
the staff are replaced. The Turnaround School provide job embedded professional 
development, used data to inform instruction, expanded learning time, and 




4. Transformation. This model assumed that the core instructional staff at a failing 
school is competent but needs new leadership, programs, training, and support. The 
principal was thus replaced and staff need not be changed but must be evaluated in 
part according to students’ outcomes. In addition, the school must make changes in 
professional development, instruction, curriculum, learning time, and operating 
flexibility (school-level autonomy over budgetary and staffing decisions), as part of 
the transformation model (Herrmann et al., 2014). While questions remain about the 
term “turnaround,” Mass Insight (2007) developed a definition: 
“Turnaround is a dramatic and comprehensive intervention in a low-performing 
school that: a) produces significant gains in achievement within two years; and b) 
readies the school for the longer process of transformation into a high-
performance organization” ( Mass Insight, 2007, p. 3)  
Turnaround was also defined as a situation, process, consequence or condition (Meyers & 
Murphy, 2007), and the associated intervention strategies by type, level and intensity (Wolk, 
1998). According to Wang, turnaround, as a “dramatic improvement in performance created by 
various changes in the organization; organizations that go from bad to great in a short period of 
time” (Wang & Manning, 2000, p. 309).  
All definitions of turnaround included a time frame of rapid, dramatic change followed 
by incremental improvement, within 2 years (Fullan, 2005; Mass Insight, 2007). This period is 
necessary for organizational survival, creates motivation and hope, and requires leadership 
credibility (Wrigley, 2003). As school leaders sought organizational results, the sense of urgency 
created enabled both dramatic change and an environment that permitted action around the rules 
(Herman et al., 2008). Success in accomplishing core objectives quickly provided a significant 
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lever toward changing school culture (Kanter, 2003). Success through this phase provided a 
platform for recovery, rebuilding organizational capacity, including system renewal (Fullan, 
2007) rallying and mobilizing people, growing people and creating productive cultures (Herman 
et al., 2008; Levin & Fullan, 2008).  
Many authors recognized the tenuous nature of improvement following periods of rapid 
change and the implementation of practices outside the norm (Herman et al., 2008) and supported 
the view that school turnaround must include a period that functions to embed and sustain 
improvements. In addition, sustainability is most likely to be achieved if the initiatives of 
turnaround leaders are anchored in school improvement practices and strategies (Meyers & 
Murphy, 2007). The capacity to balance school resources with rising expectations and the 
consequences of ‘even more’ change, sits at the center of this consideration (OECD, 2008).  
Turnaround is broadly defined as the process of improving a poorly performing school 
and is not taken as is one of the four approaches that school districts can take to improve an 
underperforming school participating in the School Improvement Grant program. In the context 
of schools, turnaround would be when a pattern of low student achievement has been improved 
dramatically, usually in the areas of mathematics and literacy (Duke, 2004). The ability of 
turnaround schools to maintain the improvement in student achievement for a minimum of two 
years is vital in the process (Chrisman, 2005). 
The state of Minnesota legislature submitted a proposal to the United States Department 
of Education in 2011 to ask for a waiver for turnaround low performing schools. Minnesota 
received federal approval of its NCLB Flexibility Waiver in 2012. The waiver was developed 
focusing on goals of closing achievement gaps and promoting high growth for all students. 
Minnesota had a new accountability system that measured school performance based on multiple 
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measurements and provided more flexibility to districts in the way they use federal funds for 
school improvement (MDE, 2011). While NCLB strived to have every student achieving at a 
proficient level by 2013-2014, the NCLB Flexibility Waiver had a goal of reducing the state’s 
achievement gap in half by 2017. At the foundation of the Waiver plan is a Multiple Measurement 
Rating (MMR) that replaced Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) as the primary measurement of 
school performance. Using the MMR, Title I schools were given designations based on student 
achievement and improvement ( MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012). 
 Using the results of the MMR, Title I schools can be categorized into five groups: 
1. Reward Schools—These schools are the top 15% of Title I schools based on the 
MMR. They represent the highest-performing schools on the four measurements. 
Currently, the reward for these schools mainly comes through public recognition. 
These schools are identified annually (MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012). 
2. Celebration Eligible—These are the 25% of schools directly behind the Reward 
School cutoff. These schools may apply to be Celebration Schools, and the Minnesota 
Department of Education (MDE) selects approximately 10% of Title I schools to 
receive the Celebration School designation. When combined with the Reward 
Schools, the top 25% of Title I schools are recognized. These schools are identified 
annually (MDE, 2012). 
3. Continuous Improvement—These are the bottom 25% of Title I schools that have not 
already been identified as Priority or Focus. Continuous Improvement schools must 
work with their districts to create and implement improvement plans. MDE audits 
10% of Continuous Improvement schools to ensure fidelity (MDE, Data Center, 
August 12, 2012). 
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4. Focus Schools—Using just the proficiency and achievement gap reduction measurements 
from the MMR, each school receives a Focus Rating that measures their contribution to 
the state’s achievement gap. The 10% of Title I schools with the lowest Focus Ratings are 
identified as Focus Schools, and must work with MDE and the Regional Centers of 
Excellence to implement serious interventions aimed at improving the performance of the 
school’s lowest-performing subgroups. Essentially, Focus Schools are designed to attack 
the achievement gap head on. These schools are identified every three years (MDE, Data 
Center, August 12, 2012). 
5. Priority Schools—These are the five percent most persistently low-performing Title I 
schools based on the MMR. Just less than half of these schools are identified through 
their participation in the School Improvement Grant (SIG) program. The remaining 
schools in this group are the Title I schools with the lowest percentages in the MMR. 
These schools must work with MDE and the Regional Centers of Excellence to 
implement turnaround plans to drastically change the way the school operates. These 
schools are identified every three years (MDE, Data Center, August 12, 2012). 
The Minnesota Regional Centers of Excellence provided technical assistance to school 
leadership and implementation teams for Priority and Focus Title I schools across the state in 
Minnesota. Through regular, ongoing dialogue and support, these specialists assisted principals 
and teachers in improving academic outcomes for all students by working in partnership with the 
school staff (Minnesota Department of Education (MDE), n.d.). The MDE supports and oversees 
the efforts of the three Regional Centers by collaborating with staff from across the agency to 
provide guidance that will result in coordinated support to meet the needs of school leadership 
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teams and enable them to improve achievement for all learners (Minnesota Department of 
Education: Regional Centers of Excellence, n.d.).  
Finally, in order to ensure that all schools are being held accountable, the Minnesota 
Department of Education (MDE) annually publishes two measurements for every school in the 
state: Multiple Measurement Rating (MMR) and Focus Rating (FR). Annual Yearly progress 
(AYP) results will be reported with new targets and there are no sanctions for not making AYP. 
The new state targets will reduce the achievement gap by half within six years. The MMR will be 
reported on the MDE website using a Multiple Measurements Chart that will allow parents, 
community stakeholders and educators to compare the performance of schools in all four MMR 
categories, as well as overall performance (Minnesota Report Card, n.d.). 
Turnaround Strategies and Leadership Practices 
 The research base on school turnaround leadership practices is limited. Turnaround 
schools’ studies are generally case studies that reflect on factors that may have contributed to 
success. In this section, major studies are discussed: 
The first source of information is the four strategies identified by Herman, in his 
publication, Turning around chronically low-performing schools, Herman et al. (2008) identified 
the following improvement strategies for the success of turnaround schools.  
A. Signal the need for dramatic change with strong leadership. 
• Changing the leadership within the school is often necessary and crucial. Putting a 
new leader in place can be an urgent signal that change is on the way. 
• If the existing leader is not changed, altering current leadership practices can 
bring about needed adjustments. 
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• The school leader must be highly visible in the classroom demonstrating the 
importance of instructional leadership. 
• Changes and anticipated changes should be publicized to all stakeholders. 
B.  Maintain a consistent focus on improving instruction. 
• Identify specific gaps in student achievement by reviewing data. 
• Use formative assessment data to determine the progress of individual student 
progress toward state standards. 
• Build priority areas for instructional focus and make the needed changes in those 
areas to improve student achievement. 
• Have professional development opportunities that are targeted to teacher needs 
and content area needs for improvement. 
• Ensure curriculum alignment by having teachers review the current curriculum 
with state and local standards. 
• Monitor student progress regularly and systematically. 
C.  Make visible improvements early in the school turnaround process. 
• Begin with goals that can be accomplished quickly to get the “quick wins” needed 
to stay motivated. 
• Set early goals for which the authority and resources to implement are already in 
place. 
• Consider routine goals such as scheduling, improving access to resources, 




D.  Build a committed staff.  
• Identify staff that are not committed to turnaround or who do not have the 
qualifications to carry out turnaround efforts. 
• Redeploy staff with valuable skills that are not effective in their current roles. 
• Remove staffs that oppose the turnaround efforts. 
• Enlist new staff needed such as interventionists, specialists, coaches, and mentors. 
The second source of information is published by the Centre on Innovation & 
Improvement (CII) published, School Turnarounds: A Review of the Cross-Sector Evidence on 
Dramatic Organizational Improvement (2008) that identified the following fourteen leader 
actions connected to turnarounds: 
1. Collect and analyze data  
2. Make action plan based on data 
3. Concentrate on big, fast payoffs in year 1 
4. Implement practices even if they require deviation from norms 
5. Require all staff to change 
6. Make necessary staff replacements 
7. Focus on successful tactics; halt others 
8. Do not tout progress as ultimate success 
9. Communicate a positive vision 
10. Help staff personally feel problems 
11. Gain support of key influencers 




13. Measure and report progress frequently 
14. Require all decision makers to share data and problem solve 
The literature on turnaround schools (Herman et al., 2008), is another source of 
information that emphatically states the need for strong leaders who have the competencies 
required to turn around a school. According to Herman et al. (2008), these eight leadership skills 
include: 
1. Capacity to analyze data. Classrooms, schools and districts use different data in 
different ways to make decisions. Ackoff (1989), contends that data, information, and knowledge 
form a continuum in which data, are transformed to information, and ultimately to knowledge 
that can be applied to make decisions. Principals acquire the skills to collect and organize at data 
level and analyze and summarize at information level. At the knowledge level they synthesize 
and prioritize (Light, Wexler, & Heinze, 2004). 
2. Notice patterns and underlying issues that may be the cause of low student 
achievement. Factors that contribute to achievement gaps are multiple and interrelated. Various 
studies have identified the factors as contributing to achievement gaps. According to the National 




Factors that Contribute to Achievement Gaps 
Within Schools' Control Outside Schools' Control 
School wide Factors  
Low expectations for student achievement; 
Lack of rigor in the curriculum; 
Large class size; 
Tracking groups of students into a less demanding curriculum; 
Unsafe schools; 
Culturally unfriendly environments; and 
Poor, or no, instructional leadership. 
Factors in the Local Community  
Economic opportunity for students' 
families; 
Access to health and social services; 
Community safety; 
Access to libraries, museums, and 
other institutions that support students' 
development; and 
Access to child care and after-school 
programs and facilities.  
Teacher- and Teaching-Related Factors 
Uncertified and inexperienced teachers; 
Insensitivity to different cultures; 
Poor teacher preparation; 
Low expectations of students; and 
Inadequate materials, equipment, and resources, including 
technology-based resources. 
Students' Background  
Families' income level; 
Students' birth weight; 
Students' diet and nutrition at home; 
Students' mobility; and 
Students' primary language (if other 
than English). 
Student-Related Factors  
Students' interest in school; 
Students' level of effort; 
Students' feeling that they are, in part, responsible for their 
learning. 
Education Funding Shortfalls  
State budget deficits; 
Unfunded federal mandates; and 
Inequities in funding among school 
districts. 
Families' Support of Students' Learning  
Families' participation in school activities; 
Families' skills to support and reinforce learning; and 
Students' TV watching and at-home reading. 
Families' Support of Students' 
Learning  
Time family members are able to 
devote to support and reinforce 
learning. Other Factors Societal bias 




3. Maintain focus on student learning and related goals. Chronically low- performing 
schools need to maintain a sharp focus on improving instruction at every step of the reform 
process. To improve instruction, schools should use data to set goals for instructional 
improvement, make changes to immediately and directly affect instruction, and continually 
reassess student learning and instructional practices to refocus the goals (Herman et al., 2008).  
4. Create a sense of urgency. Principals can start with one or two clear goals that can be 
addressed quickly and provide visible improvements. They can start with common goals for 
quick wins, such as changing the school’s use of time, improving access to resources and the 
physical facilities, and improving discipline. 
5. Develop a feeling of mutual accountability among all staff members. Principals are 
required to develop committed staff and obtain support from teachers by interacting with staff by 
focusing on the belief that all students can be successful. They need to develop a common vision 
and provide the necessary support so that both teachers and students can achieve success. In 
addition, the leaders need to communicate to the staff that everyone is responsible and 
accountable for the success of the school and if necessary, take on the difficult task of replacing 
ineffective teachers. 
6. Communicate clear expectations that instruction is the first priority. Communicating 
a clear purpose to school staff and creating high expectations and values are important for 
turnaround leaders to signal change and move the school forward with some immediate changes. 
7. Consistently monitoring the impact of instruction on student learning. Turnaround 
schools need to examine student achievement data to identify gaps and weaknesses in student 
learning through standards-based assessments and classroom assessments. Using the state 
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assessments aligned with the state standards, they can closely monitor the achievement gap and 
ensure that the progress in learning that will result in higher achievement on high-stakes tests. 
8. Model persistence and resilience by doing more than is required and facing and 
overcoming barriers rather than using them as an excuse for poor performance. Principals 
model persistence and resilience when they are challenged with difficult problems. Turnaround 
school leaders develop resiliency as a coping mechanism to bounce back from bumps in the road 
as well as failures, by doing whatever is necessary to support teachers, by attending staff 
development sessions and contributing to team meetings.  
The most effective leaders accomplish both short-and long-term results by building the 
capacity of school staff and encouraging shared leadership rather than acting in a dictatorial 
manner (Herman et al., 2008).  
Summary 
The literature reviewed identified four major leadership practices, which include setting 
direction, developing people, redesigning the re-organization and Improving Instructional 
Program (Bass & Avolio, 1994b; Hallinger & Heck, 2002; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005 ). These 
are also practices of a transformational leadership as described by Kouzes and Posner. This 
literature review mainly focused on principal behaviors that are reported to have a profound 
impact on student achievement and school reform. In addition, the review included an overview 
of leadership theories specifically focusing on transformational leadership. A synopsis of the 
leadership practices are presented and school turnaround models, definition and strategies 




Chapter III: Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter presents an outline of the research methods that were followed in the study. 
The chapter discussed how the data and information to address the research questions were 
collected, presented, and analyzed. The research design, data sources, data collection techniques 
and research instruments were highlighted. 
Problem Statement  
Although several years have passed since the implementation of the turnaround school 
model, there is a need to understand how leadership practices support student achievement. 
Some schools that received school improvement grants achieved positive results and 
demonstrated exemplary performance level in state examinations, student growth, and graduate 
rates and in closing the achievement gap (Leithwood & Strauss, 2009). It would seem valuable to 
undertake an inquiry to identify effective school improvement leadership practices that focus on 
school leadership and renewal strategies among leaders in select turnaround schools. The 
transformational leadership theory by Kouzes and Posner provides a model of leadership 
practices for principals in turnaround schools. 
Purpose of the Study  
The purpose of the study was to seek principals’ level of engagement with five 
Leadership Practices in select Minnesota elementary Reward (turnaround) Schools based on the 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by Kouzes and Posner (2017). In 
addition, using eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al. (2008), the study 
sought to find how principals of turnaround schools ranked ordered these leadership skills and 
their level of confidence in using these skills to bring about change in their schools. The results 
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of the study can be used to assist principals in identifying essential leadership practices and skills 
to improve student achievement in low performing elementary schools.  
Research Questions  
The research study was prompted by the need to identify effective research-based 
practices that ensured successful school turnaround in select Minnesota school districts. The 
following questions were investigated in the study. 
1. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) schools perceive 
their leadership practices in relation to five practices of exemplary leadership (LPI-
SELF)? 
2. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) schools rank the 
importance of eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et.al as having an 
impact on turning around low-performing schools? What did principals report as their 
confidence in using these essential skills to bring about change in their schools?   
Participants 
 The participants in the study were 25 principals of Turnaround/Title I schools, each of 
which had been recognized by the Minnesota Department of Education as distinguished Title I 
schools with exceptional student achievement in 2013-2017. The Minnesota Department of 
Education recognized these schools for having closed the achievement gap and /or achieved high 
academic achievement based on Multiple Measurement Ratings (MMR). The MMR measures 
school performance in the areas of proficiency, growth, achievement gap reduction, and 
graduation rates. Schools receive up to 25 points for each of their focus areas, with the highest 
score for elementary schools totaling 75 points. Schools are awarded total points every year and 
receive special designations based on their scores. Schools with high scores compared to other 
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Title I schools, may receive designations as Reward or Celebration. Schools with low scores are 
designated as Continuous Improvement, Focus or Priority schools (Minnesota Department of 
Education, MMR). The researcher obtained a list of elementary schools that met the criteria as 
distinguished Title I schools from the Minnesota Department of Education website and secured 
permission from district superintendents and from the principals to participate in the study. It 
was anticipated that there would be a 50% return rate. In actuality, there were only 9 valid, 
completed surveys with a return rate of 36.0%. 
Human Subject Approval 
 The researcher completed training on responsible conduct of research involving human 
subjects on Jan 2018 and ensured that all requirements established by St Cloud State University 
Institutional Review Board are strictly observed. Data were collected by means of an online 
survey, and the terms of implied consent were strictly followed. The researcher ensured the 
confidentiality of all participants and established that no damage would occur to the schools or 
participants during the study process. 
Instrument Development 
 The study employed an existing questionnaire that was based on a ready-made index. The 
reason for using an established questionnaire was that it had previously been well validated and 
tested for reliability and provides a baseline for the study. After a thorough investigation of 
existing materials, the researcher selected the Leadership Practice Inventory, (LPI-SELF), 
instrument developed by Kouzes and Posner for use in validating the conceptual framework and 
providing a reliable measure to assist in the development of respondent principals’ abilities in 
using the five leadership practices. The Kouzes and Posner instrument measures the use of the 
following five leadership practices as outlined in their theory, including, enable others to act, 
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encourage the heart, model the way, challenge the process and inspire a shared vision. The 
survey instrument consists of 30 behaviorally based statements with six separate items forming 
each of the five leadership practices. Each statement is cast on a 10-point Likert scale scored 
from 1 (almost never) to 10 (almost always) representing the frequency with which each 
behavior is engaged or used. The survey was distributed to respondents in an online format using 
survey monkey. Completion of the survey required 15-20 minutes in time.  
Instrument Reliability and Validity 
 The research was conducted on data retrieved from the administration of the Leadership 
Practice Inventory instrument (LPI). It is assumed that the LPI has a reliability coefficient 
(Cronbach Alpha) that ranges between 0.75 and 0.87. Many researchers have used the LPI with 
reliability coefficients higher than 0.80 (Kouzes & Posner, 2002). According to Kouzes and 
Posner (2002), researchers who have completed the LPI found the instrument to measure what it 
claims to measure, i.e., their beliefs about excellent leadership practices. 
Research Design  
 The research design involved the conduct of a quantitative study and examined the 
leadership practices of principals of turnaround schools using descriptive statistics. A descriptive 
research design is appropriate for study comparisons, relationships, contrasts, or differences of 
samples and variables (Cormack, 2000; Dempsey & Dempsey, 1986; Johnson & Christensen, 
2012). Quantitative data were gathered through a web-based survey (Survey–Monkey) and 
administered to principals of select Minnesota turnaround schools. 
 The participants in the study were selected in accordance with a purposive sampling 
procedure. A purposive sampling procedure is a quantitative procedure in which the researcher 
selects participants because they are willing and available to be studied (Creswell, 2014). The 
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participants were purposefully selected principals from among distinguished public schools, 
which have been publicly recognized by the Minnesota Department of Education. 
Data Collection Procedures  
 The researcher first secured permission from the authors of the Leadership Practices 
Inventory to use the Instrument and another permission was granted for the study from St. Cloud 
State University Institutional Review Board. Upon receiving permission an email was sent to 
superintendents in the school districts that had a Reward School informing them of the study and 
that the identified elementary school principal in their school district would be contacted through 
email to ask for his/her voluntary participation in the study. The email was then sent to the select 
principals and included a link to the survey using Survey Monkey. The letter included 
information such as the aims of the study, any potential benefits or harm resulting from the study 
and what will happen to the information provided. When participant’s voluntarily consented, 
they were provided with the survey (Appendix). A follow up mail was sent after two weeks to 
secure timely and numerically adequate responses. The survey had an anticipated rate of 50% of 
the possible 25 participants. Surveys are one of the most important data collection tools available 
in evaluation (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004, p. 341).  
Data Analysis and Treatment of Data 
 Descriptive analysis is often employed to summarize characteristics of data in a form 
others can understand and use (Slavin, 2007). In the study, descriptive statistics were used to 
summarize the data, employing frequency distributions and measures of central tendency of the 
scale responses on the LPI instrument. The measures of central tendency included the mean and 
standard deviation, as well as minimum and maximum values for the study variables. Analysis of 
data was conducted at the St. Cloud State office of Statistical Analysis using the Statistical 
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package for Social Sciences (SPSS). All data were stored on a private, firewall- protected 
network through the University campus server and will only be accessible by the researcher 
through a unique username and password. The University Statistical Center has implemented 
various security measures at the application, network, and physical levels to ensure that data 
were not compromised. In addition, the employees were trained in the ethics of research 
involving human subjects. The survey was encrypted using the technology. Once the data were 
stored on the campus server, they were held in an isolated database that ensured the security of 
the data.  
Procedures and Timeline 
The following steps were used to complete the study: 
1. Request permission from the authors of the Leadership Practice Inventory to use the 
instrument. 
2. Request permission for the study from St. Cloud State University Institutional Review 
Board. 
3. Send an invitation letter to principals of turnaround schools to participate in the study 
along with a survey monkey link. 
4. Conduct a follow up mails two weeks after the initial mailing. 
5. Obtain data for analysis. 
Chapter Summary 
 The chapter illustrated the research methodology of the study. It included the research 
design, the participants, the instrument, data collection and procedures. Data were collected and 




turnaround schools using the Leadership Practice Inventory, which has been proved to be both 




Chapter IV: Results 
Introduction 
Research in the last decade has suggested that leadership programs are failing to equip 
school leaders with the skills needed to build thriving schools (Styron, 2009). A number of 
studies have also identified specific leadership practices and skills of effective leaders (Bass, 
1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994a; Kouzes & Posner, 2006) and found that school leaders’ 
effectiveness depends on their ability to select and implement the best leadership practices that 
will highly impact student achievement. Furthermore, Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) stated that 
low achieving schools are unlikely to be turned around without a committed principal 
(Leithwood, 2010). Those authors stressed that leadership may be a catalyst among many factors 
that contributes to turning around low performing schools (Leithwood, 2010). 
Given this context and because of the responsibility and accountability expected of 
principals, it is essential that the effective leadership practices of elementary school principals be 
examined utilizing a validated, research-based leadership framework. Transformational 
leadership practices have been linked to student success and recognized by many researchers as 
truly representative of highly effective leadership practices (Kouzes & Posner 2007). 
Additionally, research on principal leadership behaviors conducted by Herman et al. (2008) 
identified and defined eight leadership skills related to student and school performance and 
potentially influencing student achievement in turnaround schools.  
Understanding how transformed schools are improved by their leaders and how those 
leaders perceived their leadership in the transformation process is of central importance to the 
study. By seeking the perspectives of principals of turnaround elementary schools as to effective 
leadership practices, their data could provide opportunities for other principals to reflect upon 
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their own practices and consider leadership practices proven to be effective in creating positive 
school change.  
The study is a quantitative study using a survey design to examine Minnesota Reward 
School elementary principals’ perception of their levels of engagement with five leadership 
practices based on the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) and rank order the importance 
of the eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al. (2008). 
Research Design  
The sample for the research study consisted of 25 Reward School elementary school 
principals in Minnesota. The study participants were purposefully selected from a number of 
distinguished elementary public schools that had been publicly recognized in Minnesota. The 
schools were designated as Reward Schools by the Minnesota Department of Education for 
exceptional student performance for five or six consecutive years. The schools had been publicly 
recognized for having closed the achievement gap and /or achieved high academic achievement 
measured in the areas of proficiency, growth, achievement gap reduction, and graduation rates 
(MDE, Data Center, n.d.). Reward Schools represent the highest-performing schools on the four 
MDE measurements.  
To examine the research questions, the researcher used The Leadership Practice 
Inventory (LPI-SELF) questionnaire to gather essential data from elementary Reward School 
principals. James M. Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner (2007) developed the inventory as a tool to 
help leaders gain perspectives on how they could assess themselves as leaders and improve their 
leadership practices.  
Permission to use the LPI-SELF was granted by Barry Posner (Appendix A). The LPI-
SELF measures five exemplary leadership practice categories of transformational-leadership: 
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Model the Way, Enable Others to Act, Challenge the Process, Inspire a Shared Vision, and 
Encourage the Heart.  
The first category, Model the Way, refers to the credibility of leadership and setting 
examples, and includes leadership statements that must be enacted to aid individuals or groups in 
emerging potential leaders. The second category, Enable Others to Act, directs attention to the 
leaders’ ability to “strengthen others” by sharing power and providing choice and by making 
each person feel competent and confident. This includes actions that enable or empower 
individuals or groups to assume a leadership role. The third category, Challenge the Process, 
focuses on the leaders’ ability to search for opportunities to identify innovative ways to change, 
to grow, to innovate, and to improve. The fourth category, Inspire a Shared Vision, refers to the 
leaders ability to “envision the future,” to enlist others, to make a difference, and to create a 
common vision. Finally, Encourage the Heart, pertains to the leaders’ actions regarding creating 
a spirit of community celebrating victories, recognizing contributions, showing appreciation, and 
demonstrating genuine acts of caring (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
The Leadership Practice Inventory, LPI-SELF, uses a 10-point Likert scale on which 
principals are requested to answer each survey item as to: “How frequently do I engage in the 
behavior described?” using the following scale: (1 Almost never; 2 Rarely; 3 Seldom; 4 Once in 
a while; 5 Occasionally; 6 Sometimes; 7 Fairly often; 8 Usually; 9 Very frequently; and 10 
Almost always). The LPI-SELF consists of 30 items in the Likert scale format (often termed as 
behavioral statements) that describe the leadership practices and distributes the items among the 
five main categories: Model the Way (items 1, 6, 11, 16, 21, 26); Inspire a Shared Vision (items 
2, 7, 12, 17, 22, 27); Challenge the Process (items 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28); Enable Others to Act 
(items 4, 9, 14, 19, 24, 29); Encourage the Heart (items 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30). The instrument 
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was designed to empirically measure “personal best experiences when they had accomplished 
something extraordinary in an organization” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 495). 
Description of the Study Participants 
An online version of the Leadership Practice Inventory (LPI-SELF) was provided to 25 
principals serving in Minnesota elementary Reward Schools at the time of the study. A total of 
15 principals (60%) responded to the survey questionnaire, but six of the returned questionnaires 
had missing data on select items resulting in a final sample size of nine respondents on a 36% 
participation level. Despite the low response rate, each research question was answered by all 
nine respondents. A confidence level of 90% is common in social science research where a 
smaller sample is expected from a smaller population (Kalton & Graham, 1983; Moore, McCabe, 
& Craig, 1999). A low response rate is acceptable for a web-based on- line survey (Cook, Heath, 
& Thompson, 2000). 
Research Findings 
The study results are reported below for each of the research questions that guided the 
study. To analyze the results of research Question 1, the participants’ responses regarding the 
frequency of use of the LPI-SELF leadership practices were analyzed using descriptive statistics. 
Descriptive statistics describe or summarize a set of data in terms of frequency distribution and 
measures of central tendency (Narkhede, 2018). This type of statistical method often uses mean 
and standard deviation to determine the frequency and distribution of survey items and 
participants’ responses. The mean is the average score on a given variable computed by 
summing all of the values for the variables in the sample and dividing by the number of values in 




Standard deviation is a measure of the spread (variability) of the scores on a given 
variable. As an example, for category 1, Inspire a shared Vision, there are six individual 
questions. Each of the nine participants assigned a numerical rating to each of the six questions. 
Then, those ratings were added together and divided by six (the number of questions). Each of 
the nine participants had a mean score calculated for each of the five leadership categories. The 
nine mean scores for each of the five categories were added and divided by nine to obtain the 
“mean of the means” score which for category 1 was 39.33 with a range of 34.00 to 44.00.  
Research question 1. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) 
schools perceive their leadership practices in relation to the five practices of exemplary leadership 
(LPI-SELF)?  
 Table 1 reveals the data for each of the five LPI-SELF categories as reported by 
principals of Reward elementary schools.  
Table 1 
Mean Scores of Leadership Practices as Reported by Elementary Reward School Principals 
LP-Self Categories N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Inspire a Shared Vision 9 34.00 44.00 39.33 4.00000 
Challenge the Process 9 30.00 52.00 46.11 7.28774 
Enable Others to Act 9 47.00 57.00 53.11 2.80377 
Encourage the Heart 9 41.00 57.00 49.56 4.85054 
Model the Way 9  41.00  57.00  49.56  4.85054 




Table 1 reports the minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation values for each of 
the five leadership practices categories. The standard deviation details how closely the individual 
data values were from the mean value. It provides an indication of how far the individual 
responses to a question varied from the mean scores, but does not indicate right or wrong. The 
mean and the standard deviation provide a more complete picture of the statistical data.  
As the Table 1 indicates, the highest standard deviation value was found to be the 
Challenge the Process (7.28774) category and the lowest standard deviation value was found to 
be the Enable Others to Act (2.80377) category, which means that there was more variability 
between responses for Challenge the Process than there was for the Enable Others to Act. The 
remaining standard deviation ranged from 4.000 to 4.85054 illustrating that these data points are 
on average, were distant from the mean value.  
The leadership practices category, Enable Others to Act, had the highest mean score, 
53.11, followed by Model the Way and Encourage the Heart, each with mean scores of 49.56. 
Challenging the Process had a mean score of 46.11, and Inspire a Shared Vision had the lowest 
mean score, 39.33. The mean scores of the five leadership practices suggest that all respondents 
were able to practice four of the five leadership practices moderately.  
An explanation of each of the leadership practices categories and the participant 
responses is as follows: principals reported the highest use of the leadership practice, Enabling 
Others to Act, (e.g., “I develop cooperative relationships among the people I work with”; “I 
actively listen to diverse points of view”; I involve others in decision making”), most often, 
followed by Model the way (e.g., “I set a personal example of what I expect from others”; “I 
follow through on the promises and commitments that I make”; “I ask for feedback on how my 
actions affect other people’s performance”); The third highest leadership practice was Encourage 
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the Heart (e.g., “I praise people for a job well done”; “I make it a point to let people know about 
my confidence in their abilities”; “I publicly recognize people who exemplify commitment to 
shared values”), followed by Challenge the Process (e.g., “I seek out challenging opportunities 
that test my skills and abilities”; “I challenge people to try out new and innovative ways to do 
their work”; “I experiment and take risks, even when there is a chance of failure”). The 
principals reported the lowest use of Inspire a Shared Vision leadership practice.(e.g., “I talk 
about future trends that will influence how our work gets done”; “I describe a compelling image 
of what our future could be like”; “I appeal to others to share an exciting dream of the future”.  
Mean Scores and Percentile Rankings 
The study also used Percentile Graph for Recording Leadership Practices Inventory 
Scores, developed by Kouzes and Posner, to provide normative information regarding the 
relative rank of participating principals’ performances in comparison to others who administered 
the examination using the LPI-SELF.  
The Percentile Graph for Recording Leadership Practices Inventory Scores assessed the 
accumulated ratings of thousands of leaders and divided the scores into three percentile 
categories: 1) Mean scores in the 70th percentile or above were placed in the “high” range. The 
“high” range denotes those practices that principals reported they used most frequently, (2) Mean 
scores in the 30th to 70th percentile were in the “medium” range. The “medium” range identifies 
the practices principals reported they used frequently and might need to improve. 3) Mean scores 
in the 30th percentile or lower were in the “low” range. The “low” range practices were those 
principals reported they used least frequently and, thus, might need the most improvement. 
(Appendix B). The percentile rankings may be used to illustrate how the mean scores in the 
study compare with those of other respondents in the national database (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). 
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 Table 2 reports the study participants’ LPI-SELF mean scores for each of the five main 
leadership practices and their national percentile ranking.  
Table 2  
LPI-SELF Mean Scores and National Percentile Ranking 
 
 
Table 2 reveals that the mean scores reported by the study participants in four of the five 
leadership practices were within the medium range of 30th to 70th percentile when compared to 
respondents’ mean scores in the LPI-SELF national database. These four categories included: 
Enable Others to Act (M = 53.11, 60th percentile) Encourage the Heart (M = 49.56, 53rd 
percentile), Model the Way (M = 49.56, 52nd percentile) and Challenge the Process (M = 46.11, 
47th percentile). The leadership practices category, Inspire a Shared vision, (M = 39.33, 29th 
percentile) was rated below the 30th percentile nationally.  
In summary, the LPI mean scores for the study participants reflected that they perceived, 
in themselves, moderate levels of leadership practice in the categories of Enable Others to Act, 
Encourage the Heart, Model the way and Challenge the Process. The mean scores for the 
leadership practice, Inspire a Shared Vision, indicated that it was reported less frequently used 
Leadership Practice 
Category 
Mean Scores  
 
National Percentile 
Enable Others to Act 53.11 60th 
Inspire a Shared Vision 39.33 29th 
Model the Way                49.56 52nd 
Encourage the Heart 49.56 53rd 
Challenge the Process 46.11 47th 
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than the other four leadership practices. None of the means scores from the study was above the 
70th percentile, which would indicate that participants perceived they employed none of the 
leadership practices categories most frequently. 
Research question 2. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround (Reward) 
schools rank the importance of eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et.al as 
having an impact on turning around low-performing schools? What did principals report as 
their confidence in using these essential skills to bring about change in their schools?   
There were two components to Research Question 2. The following three tables (Tables 
3, 4 and 5) reveal the data from the survey questions related to Research Question 2. The first 
component of the research question examined the rank order of the importance of eight essential 
leadership skills as reported by principals of Minnesota Reward elementary schools. The survey 
questionnaire provided a checkbox with a dropdown menu of skills and asked principals to 
compare and, then rank each of the items in order of importance with number one as the most 
important skill and number eight the least important skill. In other words, the most important 
identified skill ranked by the principals had the largest weight, (which was ranked # 1) and the 
least important skill (which was ranked #8) had the lowest weight. The response choice with the 
largest average ranking was the most preferred choice. Table 3 displays the scores and rankings 





Essential Leadership Skills in Order of Importance 
Skills Average Score Rank 
Maintain focus on student learning and related goals  6.20 1 
Develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff 5.60 2 
Provide Clear expectations 5.30 3 
Analyze data 4.80 4 
Assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement 4.80 5 
Create a sense of urgency to improve 3.20 6 
Model persistence and resilience  3.10 7 
Consistently monitoring instruction 3.00 8 
 
 Table 3 data reveals the essential leadership skills identified by the study participants in 
order of importance:  
(1)  Maintain focus on student learning and achievement (6.20) 
(2)  Develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff (5.60) 
(3)  Provide clear expectations (5.30) 
(4)  Analyze data (4.80) 
(5)  Assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement (4.80) 
(6)  Create a sense of urgency to improve (3.20) 
(7)  Model persistence and resilience (3.10) 
(8)  Consistently monitoring instruction (3.00) 
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The three skills receiving the highest importance rankings were: maintain focus on 
student learning and achievement, develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff and 
provide clear expectations. The three lowest importance rankings include: create a sense of 
urgency, model persistence and resilience and consistently monitor instruction.  
The second component of Research Question 2 requested that participants identify those 
skills they believed they were prepared to use in order to bring about change in their schools.  
 Table 4 details the number of participant responses for each category and the percentages. 
Respondents could select more than one choice. 
Table 4 
  
Responses to “Skills I feel prepared to use” 
Skills # of responses in 
% 
# of Responses 
Analyze data 20.0 7 
Assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement  8.5 3 
Maintain focus on student learning and related goals 14.3 5 
Create a sense of urgency to improve  0.0 0 
Develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff 20.0 7 
Provide expectations 17.1 6 
Consistently monitoring instruction   8.5 3 
Model persistence and resilience 11.4 4 
Total 99.8 35 
Nine participants could select any that applied from the skills list. 
 
Table 4 reveals that the study participants perceived themselves most prepared in three of 
the eight leadership skills identified by Herman et.al. The largest numbers of responses were in 
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the categories of: analyze data (7 = 20.0%), develop a feeling of mutual accountability (7 = 
20.0), and provide clear expectations (6 = 17.1). Maintain focus on student learning and related 
goals (5 = 14.3%) and model persistence and resilience (4 = 11.4%) were the third and fourth 
skills the nine study participants believed they were most prepared to use to bring about change 
in their schools. Consistently monitoring instruction and assess underlying issues affecting or 
causing low student achievement each received three responses (3 = 8.5%), which create a sense 
of urgency to improve was not selected by any of the study participants as a skill they believed 
they were prepared to use to bring about change in their schools. Participants were also asked to 
select the leadership skills they were less confident in using to bring about change in their 
schools.  
Table 5 reveals the skills in which participants related they were less confident in using 





Table 5  
Responses to “Skills I feel less confident to use” 
 
       Nine participants could select any that applied from the skills list. 
 
Table 5 reveals the nine study participants’ responses to essential leadership skills in 
which they felt less confident in using to bring about change in their schools include: Create a 
sense of urgency to improve (5 = 35.7%) was selected most frequently by participants while the 
skill consistently monitoring instruction (3 = 21.4%), was ranked second. The leadership skills 
develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff (2 = 14.3%), and analyze data (2 1 4.3%), 
received the third and fourth most responses. Model persistence and resilience (1 = 7.1%), and 
assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement (1 = 7.1%) had the least 
number of responses. No participants the participants selected the leadership skill provide 
expectations, as a skill area in which they had less confidence to use in bringing change in their 
schools. 
 
Skills # of responses in 
% 
# of Responses 
Analyze data  14.3 2 
Assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement    7.1 1 
Maintain focus on student learning and related goals   0.0 0 
Create a sense of urgency to improve   35.7 5 
Develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff   14.3 2 
Provide expectations   0.0 0 
Consistently monitoring instruction    21.4 3 
Model persistence and resilience    7.1 1 




Research Question 1 data illustrated that the LPI-SELF means scores reported by study 
participants revealed that they perceived a moderate level of the use of the following leadership 
practices: Enable Others to Act, Encourage the Heart, Model the Way and Challenge the Process. 
These results placed their mean scores within the 30th to 70th percentile of Kouzes and Posner‘s 
normative data for other respondents nationally. Thus, the study participants reported they were 
frequently engaged in transformational leadership in those four categories of leadership practices 
with some improvement needed. The leadership practices reported by study participants of 
turnaround schools were consistent with Kouzes and Posner (2007) research.  
Research Question 2 requested that principals’ rank eight essential leadership skills in 
order of importance. The eight essential skills were ranked by the study participants in order of 
importance as follows: maintain focus on student learning and related goals, develop a feeling of 
mutual accountability among staff, provide clear expectations, analyze data, assess underlying 
issues affecting or causing low student achievement, create a sense of urgency to improve, model 
persistence and resilience and consistently monitoring instruction.  
The survey data for a second component of Research Question 2 illustrated that 
participants reported low levels of confidence in performing three of the eight leadership skills 
identified by Herman et.al. The findings indicate that participants had low level of confidence in 
creating a sense of urgency, constantly monitoring instruction and to developing a feeling of 
mutual accountability among staff.  
Chapter V is the summary of the study including conclusions, discussion, and 




Chapter V: Discussion, Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations 
School leadership is a key factor in supporting student achievement and is essential to 
building successful turnaround schools (Wahlstrom, Seashore, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010). 
Mackey, Pitcher and Decman ( 2006) believed that principals needed to be instructional leaders 
and demonstrate characteristics of strong leadership. Recent research studies indicated that 
effective leadership involved a combination of instructional, transformational, and managerial 
leadership behaviors (Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013; Hitt & Tucker, 2016). However, school 
leaders’ effectiveness depends on their ability to select and implement the best leadership 
practices that will highly impact student achievement. While the researchers in the literature 
recognized the importance of school leadership, questions about which leadership style, 
particularly in preparation of turnaround leaders, remain unanswered. In this regard, little 
research could be found to explain principal leadership in a school turnaround environment and 
less so in relation to transformational leadership. Understanding the perceptions of principals in 
the context of transformational leadership could very well provide a framework for the 
leadership practices of elementary school principals in turnaround schools. 
The study is a quantitative study which employs a survey design to examine the types of 
leadership practices used by elementary principals in turnaround schools as identified by Kouzes 
and Posner in their Leadership Practices Inventory and to rank order in importance eight 
essential leadership qualities as identified by Herman et.al (2008).  
Chapter V discusses the specific results of the study and summarizes the research 
findings and their implications. The findings are synthesized as a framework for describing 
Kouzes and Posner leadership practices in turnaround elementary schools. The chapter offers 
recommendations for researchers and practitioners and discusses limitations of the study. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 
• Research Question 1: How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround 
schools rate their engagement in leadership practices as identified in the Leadership 
Practices Inventory (LPI- SELF) by Kouzes and Posner?  
Study participants were asked to rate their level of engagement with the transformational 
leadership practices identified in the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by 
Kouzes and Posner and based on their transformational leadership model. The Kouzes and 
Posner transformational leadership model consists of five practices identified through their 
extensive research namely: Enable Others to Act, Model the way, Encourage the Heart, 
Challenge the Process, and Inspire a Shared Vision.  
 The study findings revealed that the LPI mean scores ranged from the 30th to the 70th 
percentile on the national data base scale for four of the five LPI leadership practices: Enable 
Others to Act, Model the Way, Encourage the Heart and Challenge the Process. In other words, 
study participants reported that they implemented those four practices of exemplary leadership 
with moderate frequency. The highest mean score the study participants reported was on the 
leadership practice Enable Others to Act, which indicated that the study participants engaged in 
the development of team spirit and collaboration for student learning and related goals. The 
lowest mean score reported by the study participants was on the leadership practice, Inspire a 
Shared Vision related to the enlistment of others to make a difference and to create a common 
vision. 
The findings also revealed that the four leadership practices study participants reported 
with mean scores of 46.1111 to 53.1111 were based on interactions and relationships. These are 
considered as essential attributes for a school leader in the educational literature (Goleman, 
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2006). School leaders build relationships by cultivating trust and leader integrity. “Trust is not 
just what is in your mind; it is also what is in your heart” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 225). The 
lowest score reported by study participants was in the leadership practice Inspire a Shared 
Vision, which revealed it was the least frequently practiced. Therefore, there is a need for 
improvement by respondents in helping others to envision the future.  
Discussion, In the following section, the findings of the study are discussed in detail as 
they relate to the five key exemplary practices identified by Kouzes and Posner: Enable Others to 
Act, Model the Way, Encourage the Heart, Challenge the Process and Inspire a Shared Vision. 
Enable others to act. The principals in the study reported moderate levels of engagement 
in the practice Enable Others to Act, one key aspect of transformational leadership. According to 
Kouzes and Posner, leaders who demonstrate this practice enable others to “take ownership and 
responsibility for their group's success by enhancing their competence and their confidence in 
their abilities, by listening to their ideas and acting upon them, by involving them in important 
decisions, and by acknowledging and giving them credit for their contributions” (2007, p. 281). 
Principals adopting this leadership practice are committed to “Foster collaboration by building 
trust and facilitating relationships and strengthen others by increasing self-determination and 
developing competence” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 26). By frequently practicing Enable 
Others to Act, study participants strengthen their teams and create an enabling environment in 
which others excel.  
This is consistent with the literature in which school leadership was defined as 
relationship between people (Leithwood, 2006). Therefore, empowerment is “crucial to achieve 
results”(Satia, Kumar, & Liow, 2014, p. 144, New Approaches in Educational Research). Since 
the study participants’ mean scores for this leadership practice were located at the 60th percentile 
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on the national percentile scale, the study participants more frequently practiced this leadership 
practice than the other four. Nevertheless, the 60th percentile ranking also suggests the need to 
place more emphasis on Enable Others to Act, leadership practice. The research identified the 
need for leaders to create a climate of trust, facilitate positive interdependence, develop 
cooperative goals and roles, support norms of reciprocity, promote face to face interactions, 
produce social capital, generate power of around, ensure self-leadership, provide choices, build 
competence and confidence and foster ownership (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a). 
Model the way. The principals in the study reported moderate levels of engagement in 
the Model the Way practice, another essential practice of transformational leadership. According 
to Kouzes and Posner (2007), leaders who Model the Way exhibit two key behaviors. They 
clarify their values and set an example (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). Model the Way is essentially 
about “earning the right and the respect to lead through direct involvement and action. People 
first follow the person, then the plan” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002, p. 15). Participants’ mean score 
averages were within the 30th to 70th percentile rankings in the national database, which 
suggested moderate level of engagement in this practice. The findings revealed that the 
participants often did what they say they would do and their actions were aligned with their 
values. “If you don’t believe in the messenger, you won’t believe the message” (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2002, p. 38). This result was consistent with other studies in the literature and crucial for 
transformational leadership practice. Elements of Model the Way include the following: clarify 
your values, explore your inner territory, build and affirm shared values, renew shared values, 
lead by example, spend time and pay attention, turn critical incidents into teachable moments, 
tell stories to teach virtues, choose words and questions deliberately, and develop competence 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2003a).  
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Encourage the heart. In relation to the leadership practice, Encourage the Heart, Kouzes 
and Posner related various approaches to encourage team members. “When done with 
authenticity and from the heart, build a strong sense of collective identity and community spirit 
that can carry a group through extraordinarily tough times” (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 23). 
According to the authors, leaders Encourage the Heart by “Recognizing the Contributions of 
Others” and by Celebrating the Use of Values and Victories (Kouzes & Posner, 2007). The study 
participants’ average mean score was within the 30th to 70th percentile ranking in the national 
data base and therefore, revealed moderate levels of engagement. This suggested that study 
participants reached out to others and “touch the hearts”. The result was found to be consistent 
with the writings of Cashman (2008), who wrote, in his book, Leadership from the inside out: 
Becoming a leader for life, leaders ought to “improve the lives of everyone and everything (they) 
touch” (p. 77).  
However, to achieve a higher placement in percentile rankings when compared to the 
national data base, more frequent practice of the seven essential components of Encourage the 
Heart is encouraged: set clear standards, expect the best, pay attention, personalize recognition, 
tell the story, celebrate together, and set the example (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a).  
Challenge the process. Transformational leaders exhibit two behaviors in employing the 
Challenge the Process exemplary leadership practice: Searching for opportunities and by 
experimenting and taking risks and learning from mistakes (Covey, 2005). According to Kouzes 
and Posner “Search for opportunities, by seizing the initiative and looking outward for 
innovative ways to improve and experiment and take risks by constantly generating small wins 
and learning from experiences” (2007, p. 26). The study participants reported moderate levels of 
engagement in practices related to Challenge the Process, which suggested that they take risks 
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and sustain change despite difficulties. Research supports these characteristics for transformation 
(Northouse, 2018; Yukl, 2010). Since the average mean score for this leadership practice was in 
the 30th- 70th percentile ranking when compared to the national data base, this is a leadership 
practice that could also be further encouraged. The essential components of Challenge the 
Process include: seize the initiative, encourage the initiative in others, make challenge 
meaningful, look outward for fresh ideas, Initiate incremental steps, make small wins work, learn 
from mistakes and promote psychological hardiness (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a). 
Inspire a shared vision. The study participants reported low levels of engagement in 
practices related to Inspire a Shared Vision leadership practice. A transformational leader’s goal 
is to inspire followers to share the leader’s values and connect with the leaders’ vision. 
According to Kouzes and Posner, leaders “Envision the future by imagining exciting and 
ennobling possibilities and enlist others in a common vision by appealing to shared aspirations” 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p. 106). A good vision helps to articulate shared beliefs and develop a 
common language, thereby securing alignment and effective communication (West-Burnham, 
2010). By offering an exciting vision, transformational leaders give life and work a sense of 
meaning and purpose (Kouzes & Posner, 2007).  
The study participants rated this leadership practice below the 30th Percentile ranking 
suggesting that the leadership practice was less frequently employed than the other four 
leadership practices. The result was inconsistent with the need of a shared vision as cited in the 
educational literature. Transformational leadership involves uncovering potentials that can bring 
vision in practice and to realign visions and values with transformative ideas (Krishnan, 2002).  
Given the study results, the following actions to Inspire a Shared Vision is a practice that 
should be encouraged in principal leaders: have a vision, discover your theme, explore your past, 
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immerse yourself, find meaning in the ideal, take pride in being unique, create images of the 
future, develop a shared sense of destiny, listen deeply, discover a common purpose, practice 
positive communication and be expressive (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a). 
Conclusion: Research question 1. The study findings revealed that principals of 
turnaround schools reported they implemented the four practices of exemplary leadership with 
moderate frequency. Both the findings of the study and the related literature illustrate the 
importance of personal and professional development of all school leaders to provide tools 
and/or strategies for effective leadership, particularly if challenged with turning around low 
performing schools. Principals should be offered professional development opportunities that 
will assist them in developing each of the leadership skills to complement their management 
skills. It is also recommended that courses in the principalship or educational leadership studies 
at postgraduate levels should be developed for school principals in general and turnaround 
school principals in particular.  
• Research Question 2. How did elementary principals of Minnesota turnaround 
(Reward) Schools rank the importance of eight essential leadership qualities 
identified by Herman et.al as having an impact on turning around low-performing 
schools? What did principals report as their confidence in using these essential skills 
to bring about change in their schools?   
Study participants rank ordered the eight essential leadership skills as identified by 
Herman et.al on the basis of their impact on turning around low-performing schools and, they 





A skill is defined as “an ability which can be developed, not necessarily inborn, and 
which is manifested in performance, not merely in potential” (Katz, 1955, pp. 33-34). It is also 
defined as an acquired task that can be developed and change by training and experience 
(Nahavandi, 1997). 
Herman et.al identified eight skills as the most important for a principal to demonstrate to 
effectively lead a turnaround school in improving student achievement. The skills include the 
capacity to analyze data; assess underlying issues affecting or causing low student achievement; 
maintain focus on student learning and related goals; create a sense of urgency to improve; 
develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff; provide clear expectations; consistently 
monitoring instruction; and model persistence and resilience (Herman et al., 2008). 
The study participants were asked to rank order the perceived importance of each 
leadership skill by assigning to each skill a number from one to eight with one as the most 
important. Rank ordering is considered a powerful form for reporting survey data as it represents 
a comparative decision and not just an opinion (Crawford, Lang, Fink, Dalton, & Fielitz, 2011). 
According to Crawford et al. (p. 2), a rank order represents “a choice, discriminating from most 
to least important soft skills, and rank order data can assist in identifying when there is 
congruence of priorities; highlight important misconceptions of when a valued activity isn’t 
perceived as highly important by a stakeholder group; and to prioritize limited time and 
resources for soft skills development” (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a). 
Among the eight skills, maintaining focus on student learning and related goals was 
ranked first in importance by study participants (mean = 6.20). This skill enables school leaders 
to focus on student learning results and on actions needed to set challenging goals and reach high 
standards of performance despite barriers (Public Impact, 2008). Based on the rankings, focusing 
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on student learning and related goals was viewed as a skill that principals must demonstrate to 
turn around a low performing school. The skill identified by participants as second most 
important was develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff (mean = 5.60).  
Rank ordered by study participants as the least important of the eight essential skills 
(mean = 3.00) was consistently monitoring instruction which was defined as “The ability to set 
clear expectations and to hold others accountable for performance (Public Impact, 2008). It may 
be possible that the reason the skill was perceived as least important was that participants 
thought it was partially included in one or more of the other skill areas. The next to last skill 
identified in the principals’ rank ordering of importance was model persistence and resilience 
(mean = 3.10). The remaining skills had mean scores from 3.20 to 5.30.  
With respect to preparedness, the study participants perceived themselves most prepared 
or confident to use in bringing about change in their schools. The following three of the eight 
skills: analyze data, develop a sense of accountability among staff, and provide clear 
expectations. The overall results revealed that the skills are achievement-oriented tasks and have 
the highest influence for driving results. With respect to confidence, the participants were less 
confident in using the leadership skills; create a sense of urgency, and consistently monitoring 
instruction, to bring about change in their schools. Given the need for constant improvement in 
schools to meet the important responsibility of assuring achievement for all students, leading by 
creating a sense of urgency and achieving some short-term wins are critical for success (Public 
impact, 2008). According to Kotter, “Real transformation takes time. Complex efforts to change 
strategies or restructure businesses risk losing momentum if there are no short-term goals to meet 
and celebrate (Kotter, 2012, p. 11). The rank order of the eight leadership skills can assist 
principals to better understand those areas in which they need further development. However, it 
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is important to note that all of the skills are important and must complement one another.  
Discussion 
 In the following section, the most important leadership skills a principal must 
demonstrate to effectively lead turnaround school in improving student achievement are 
discussed. The skills identified in this section represent the four highest ranked skills identified 
by the study participants in order of their importance. 
 Skill area 1: Maintain focus on student learning and related goals. The capacity to 
maintain focus on student learning and related goals was ranked as most important by study 
participants. This skill relates to setting high performance goals for students, using a variety of 
strategies to meet these goals, regularly monitoring student performance against the standards, 
and making the needed changes (Public Impact, 2008). The findings of the study suggest that 
while it is important for school leaders to have a set of clear goals, principals need to have the 
abilities and skills to engage students in learning. Additionally, the skill of maintaining focus on 
student learning and related goals may be far more important to lead teachers in turnaround 
schools than to lead teachers whose students make progress more easily (Public Impact, 2008)  
 Skill area 2: Provide clear expectations. In the study, participants ranked provide clear 
expectation as the second most essential skill to improve student learning in turnaround schools. 
Researchers have confirmed that high teacher expectations promote motivation and a 
commitment to achieve and learn content among students (Arroyo, Rhoad, & Drew, 1999). 
Setting clear and consistent expectations in turnaround schools help staff members to meet those 
high expectations. Teachers who teach students to meet very high standards of behavior and 
performance are exceptionally clear and consistent about their expectations, which can also be a 
reflection of the school leader’s expectations (Public Impact, 2008).  
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 Skill area 3: Hold others accountable for performance. The essential leadership skill 
ranked third most important by study participants was to develop a sense of mutual 
accountability among staff members. According to Boven, accountability is a social relation in 
which an actor feels an obligation to explain and to justify his or her conduct to some significant 
other (Boven, 2005). Fullan also contends that creating a more responsible culture is “to focus on 
the collective expectations and transparent performances of teachers. In effect, mobilizing 
support and built –in pressure for taking responsibility for student learning” (Fullan, 2015, p. 
115). In light of this, turn around school leaders must set the foundation of accountability using 
clear and concise communication, focusing on consequences that produce outcomes and 
encourage accountability (Public Impact, 2008). 
 Skill area 4: Analyze data. The capacity to analyze data to identify school needs was 
ranked fourth most important by study participants. As student populations become more diverse 
and the role of the principal becomes more challenging, policymakers urge districts and schools 
to engage in data-driven decision making as a complement to research-based practice 
(Consortium for School Networking n.d.). Furthermore, education funds to be distributed to 
states under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 were made contingent on 
assurances about the use of student data systems. By improving skills related to collecting, 
analyzing, and interpreting student assessment data, school leaders and teachers will be 
potentially better equipped to adjust their instruction to accommodate the needs of individual 
students.  
 Conclusions: Research question 2. To ensure improved student learning and turn 
around a school or school system, a particular set of skills are desired by turnaround leaders 
(Leithwood, 2006). The results of the study’s research suggest that principals who participated in 
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the study mainly focused on student achievement through setting high expectations and using 
data to further student achievement. These rankings can help principals to reflect upon their own 
leadership skills in order to affect student learning and become more aware of the hierarchy of 
importance of leadership skills that have been associated with improving student achievement 
(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Additionally, the findings may inform principal 
preparation programs, at the very least, about the essential skills required to meet the increasing 
challenges faced by principals in Minnesota turnaround schools. 
Limitations 
 According to Roberts, limitations are defined as “features that negatively affect a study 
and the ability to generalize areas over which you have no control” (Roberts, 2010, p. 162). In 
the study, the following limitations were observed: 
• The survey relied on a sample selected from a number of distinguished elementary 
public schools that have been recognized and designated as Reward Schools in 
Minnesota and, therefore, did not represent all Minnesota turnaround school 
principals.  
• An online version of the LPI-SELF was sent to twenty-five participants serving as 
principals in Reward Schools in Minnesota at the time of the study. Ten respondents 
chose not to complete the entire survey. Six of the returned questionnaires had 
missing data for some of the items resulting in a final sample size of nine 
respondents. The limited sample size may not be representative of elementary 




• The data were collected within a two-week time span. Increasing the length of the 
survey window open longer may have allowed additional school principals to 
participate in the study.  
• The survey allowed no space for participants to make comments or elaborate on the 
answers that they provided. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Based on the results of the study, the following are suggested for further research of the 
topic: 
• Further research is recommended involving a larger population of elementary school 
turnaround school principals to validate the findings of the current study. 
• Further research is recommended that includes the use of qualitative methods to 
analyze leadership practices through personal interviews and observations instead of 
or in addition to the survey method in order to gain further insights from principals 
who have been successful in low performing turnaround schools. 
• It is recommended that additional studies be undertaken to gather and analyze data 
systematic data at all levels of education on transformational leadership.  
• Further research is recommended on the reasons select principals are successful and 
other principals are not as successful in affecting student achievement in a school. 
Recommendations for Practice 
Based on the results of the study, the following are recommended for professional practice: 
• Reward school principals in Minnesota practice the transformational leadership 
model moderately which suggests there is room for improvement in leadership  
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development. Therefore, there is a need to offer more professional development to 
principals at all organizational levels on transformational leadership. 
• Teacher leaders should be trained in and supported to understand and practice Kouzes 
and Posner Five Leadership Practices.  
• It is recommended that principals of turnaround schools be offered professional 
development opportunities that will assist them in developing each of the leadership 
practices and skills to complement their management skills.  
• It is also recommended that a center be established to offer principal leadership 
training, and development programs or courses be designed at postgraduate levels for 
school principals in general and turnaround school principals in particular.  
• On a personal note, the study has provided me with tools that will assist me in 
leadership training and development programs that I want to operate back home in 
Africa. The research has helped me to understand leaders’ perceptions and reality. It 
has also helped me to understand transformational leadership theory. 
Summary  
Chapter V presented discussion and conclusions derived from the study.  
The purpose of the study was to seek principals’ level of engagement with five 
Leadership Practices in select Minnesota elementary Reward (turnaround) Schools based on the 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI-SELF) developed by Kouzes and Posner (Kouzes & Posner, 
2017). In addition, using eight essential leadership skills identified by Herman et al. (2008), the 
study sought to find how principals of turnaround schools ranked ordered these leadership skills 
and their level of confidence in using these skills to bring about change in their schools. The 
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results of the study can be used to assist principals in identifying essential leadership practices 
and skills to improve student achievement in low performing elementary schools.  
The results for question one illustrated that principals of select Minnesota elementary 
turnaround schools implemented four of the five practices of exemplary leadership with 
moderate frequency. They were as follows: Enable Others to Act; Encourage the Heart; Model 
the Way; and Challenge the Process. This finding correlated with other researchers who have 
noted that transformational leaders foster higher levels of motivation and commitment to the 
organization by developing organizational vision, commitment and trust among employees, and 
facilitating organizational learning (Bass, 1985; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002).The results were 
supported by the work of other researchers who showed that transformational leadership 
practices are conducive to positive results in school reform efforts (Leithwood, Jantzi, & 
Steinbach, 1999) and are measurable (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). 
The second question was specific to the eight leadership skills developed by Herman et 
al. (2008) and asked participants to rank order those skills in their order of importance. The 
results of the study revealed that the four highest ranked leadership skills were maintain focus 
on student learning and related goals; develop a feeling of mutual accountability among staff; 
provide a clear set of expectations; and analyze data. The study participants perceived 
themselves most prepared to use and bring about change in their schools in the following three 
of eight leadership skills: analyze data; develop a feeling of mutual accountability; and provide 
clear expectations. It is important to note that Herman et al. (2008) indicated that all eight of the 
leadership skills identified in their research are important and must complement one another.  
As a result of the study, the following recommendations were offered expand the study of 
leadership qualities essential for turnaround low performing schools, and, that school leaders 
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must recognize that targeted, skill-based professional development is needed for 
transformational leadership to become comprehensively embedded as part of the leadership 
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Appendix A: Implied Consent to Participate in a Web-based Online Survey 
You are invited to participate in a web-based online survey entitled “Assessment of the Leadership Practices 
of Turnaround School Principals in Minnesota”. This is a research project being conducted by Kassahun 
Wana, a student at St. Cloud State University. It should take approximately ten minutes to complete. 
 
Benefits of the research  
There are no direct benefits to participants as a result of participating in this study. Participants may, 
however, be prompted to reflect on their practice and thereby providing them with an opportunity for 
assessing themselves as a transformational leader. In addition, this study will add to the knowledge and 
literature regarding the leadership practices of principals in turning around low performing schools. The 
results of this study may serve to inform low achieving principals to learn from the success of others and  
 
Risks and discomforts  
There are no foreseeable risks involved in participating in this study other than those encountered in day-
to-day life. The information gained from participants will remain confidential. The participants’ identities 
and responses will not be disclosed without permission of the participants or as required by law. 
An implied consent document detailing the purpose and procedures of the study, the potential risks and 
discomforts, steps that will be taken to maintain confidentiality, and the rights of the research participant 
will be provided to each participant. Participants will be informed of their right to withdraw from 
participation at any time without repercussion or consequences. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Your survey answers will be sent to a link at SurveyMonkey.com where data will be stored in a password 
protected electronic format. Survey Monkey does not collect identifying information such as your name, 
email address, or IP address. Therefore, your responses will remain anonymous. No one will be able to 
identify you or your answers, and no one will know whether or not you participated in the study. 
Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree possible given the technology and practices used by online 
survey company. Your participation in this online survey involves risks to confidentiality similar to a 
person’s everyday use of the Internet. Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may refuse to take 
part in the research or exit the survey at any time without penalty. You are free to decline to answer any 




If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact me at 
kcwana@stcloudstate.edu or via phone at 320-380-5776 or my research supervisor, Professor Kay Worner 
via email at ktworner@stcloudstate.edu or via phone at 612-810-7986  
 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. You may print a copy of this consent form 
for your records. Clicking on the “Agree” button indicates that 
• You have read the above information 
• You voluntarily agree to participate 
• You are 18 years of age or older 
 
  Agree 
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